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AN EDITORIAL
During the last ten years I have heard a steady rumbling from certain
younger members of this Society about the quality of presentations at the an-
nual meetings and the quality of articles published in this Journal. The young
set is bright, well-informed, and sometimes more gifted than the older one, so
perhaps it has earned the right to be a firebrand. Anyway, deprecation of our
standards may protect the older members from believing they are quite as good
as they say they are. We must encourage the criticism, since high standards are
achieved only through sober self-appraisal. But to be fair and helpful, fault-
finding must be reciprocal. The critic must himself be subjected to close scru-
tiny. It Is here that I wish to indulge in a few pontificals.
I have been a member of the Program Committee for three years and a referee
at large for the Journal for many years. From such a vantage point I have seen
many things that normally go unnoticed. The abstracts of papers submitted to
be read at meetings come to the Committee anonymously so that they can be
judged impartially. This is a sobering experience, since one can only guess the
exact authorship of a piece. Each year, after the first discouraging review, the
members of the Committee have found themselves in the uncomfortable posi-
tion of accepting such a small percentage of the abstracts that they have not
had enough to make up a two-day program. In spite of explicit directions, cau-
tion, and example, the abstracts—with some singular exceptions—have been
uniformly poor. The most obvious fault has been that they are written casually
and in haste; I doubt that the authors have spent any time checking style, syn-
tax, and grammar. Many are so bad that it is not possible to extract a meaning
from them. In addition to these intellectual crimes, there are misspelled techni-
cal and nontechnical words, and even the typing is generally appalling. For
each of the three years, members of the Committee have resigned themselves to
finding among the rejected abstracts those that were slightly less bad than
others. This, fellow members, has been the makeup of your program. As things
turned out, the quality of the program was better than we anticipated. Inciden-
tally, some of the worst abstracts were submitted by the more vocal critics of
past programs.
Here, then, is the problem. Does not an investigator have as much responsi-
bility in reporting his results accurately as he has in recording them? Clear
communication, like the data one gathers in the laboratory, is not easily ob-
tained. It is the result of assiduous effort. An abstract or article written in a
hurry usually turns out to be slapdash and invariably conveys the image of an
undisciplined author. Should investigators not exercise the same scrupulous care
in preparing a report that they practice in the laboratory?
Let me also comment on oral presentations. One does not have to be an orator
to be effective; oratory is a convenient vehicle but often a deceptive one. When
you consider that you have ten minutes to convey your message, it is profitable
to extract the essence of your communication and illustrate it with visible, sim-
ple, clear slides. The practice of using slides replete with numbers so small as to
be invisible, when a summary would have conveyed the idea better, is unpar-
donable.
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May we not all share in the guardianship of high quality in research and in
the communication of that research? Let critics continue to be vocal, but not
to the extent that they grow complacent about themselves. Finally, quality re-
search can be communicated only through quality reporting; we delude our-
selves when we ignore this fact.
William Montagna Ph.D.
Erratum
In Current Comment, the September issue, Volume 53, Number 3, several er-
rors appeared. On page 238, column 1, beginning line 6 should read, "reports and
exhibits were splendid scientific and clinical contributions." Column 2, line 3,
delete the final "s" from "seems." On page 239, column 1, line 4, "is" and "it"
have been transposed. The line should read, "strife between nations, is it a
negligible thing?" The printer regrets the errors.
